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Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Chris Cramer, Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Brian Isetts, Jeff Kahn, 
Russell Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Kate VandenBosch 

 
Absent: Caroline Hayes, Emily Hoover, Walt Jacobs, Michael Oakes, Martin Sampson, Cathrine 

Wambach, Becky Yust 
 
Guests: Professor Paul Olin (Academic Health Center Faculty Consultative Committee); Provost 

E. Thomas Sullivan; Senior Vice President Frank Cerra; Vice President Tim Mulcahy, 
Associate Vice President Pamela Webb 

  
Other: Assistant Vice President Sharon Reich Paulsen (Provost's office) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) introduction; (2) discussion with Provost Sullivan; (3) benefits matters; (4) 
Academic Health Center reorganization; (5) issues report to the Board of Regents; (6) Summer Effort 
Policy & Commercialization of Intellectual Property Rights Policy; (7) committee business] 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:00 and turned to Professor Isetts, who introduced 
Professor Paul Olin, Dentistry, who will serve as vice chair of the Academic Health Center Faculty 
Consultative Committee 2010-11 and who will be attending these meetings on occasion. 
 
2. Discussion with Provost Sullivan 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Provost Sullivan, who touched on a number of items about 
which Professors Gonzales and Oakes had inquired. 
 
 On the matter of the legislation concerning alcohol in the football stadium, he said this is a matter 
for the Regents to discuss and decide.  He said he did not know the reasoning behind requiring that 
alcohol be available in one-third of the seating.  Professor Chomsky said that not only was there a 
question about how such a formula would work in practice, there was also an issue about the constraint on 
the University's use of the income from alcohol sales (for scholarships).  Provost Sullivan and Committee 
members had a discussion about the sale of alcohol at University athletic venues and the implications of 
the legislation for institutional autonomy. 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 On the budget, there was a question whether the bonding bill is in jeopardy as a result of final 
legislative/gubernatorial action on the appropriations.  As far as everyone knows, he said, the budget is 
done and the University is not expecting changes post-budget. 
 
 In terms of the reorganization of the Academic Health Center, he and the President continue to 
have meetings with the faculty, department chairs/heads, and so on—with hundreds of people.  He said he 
believes the President will make decisions in June. 
 
 Professor Isetts inquired about the views on AHC reorganization among faculty from outside the 
AHC.  The most robust discussions are taking place inside the AHC, Provost Sullivan said; those outside 
of the AHC on campus are less engaged in the topic.  There are a number of elements in the conversation:  
The retirement of Senior Vice President Cerra in December and recruitment of his successor, the 
consolidation of the Senior Vice President position and the Dean of the Medical School position, the 
relationship between and among the AHC deans and the reporting structure, and the AHC and Medical 
School budgets.  All of these items are on the table for discussion. 
 
 On the renovation of Northrop Auditorium, the President has said that restoration and 
transformation is a high priority for him, the Provost related.  All the studies of the building indicate that 
the building is on the verge of needing to be closed because of safety concerns.  The President and Vice 
President Rosenstone have identified a financial plan that was introduced at the May meeting of the Board 
of Regents and that will be brought back to the Board in June and in the fall, at which time the Board will 
decide whether or not to go forward with the project.  The administration is still in the private fund-
raising phase.  The financial plan calls for $20 million from HEAPR funds, $35 million in debt service, 
and $20 million in private funds.  The exterior of the building has already been updated, at a cost of about 
$16-20 million. 
 
 Professor Cramer inquired if HEAPR funds are building-fungible or if they are dedicated in the 
appropriations process.  Provost Sullivan said the University provides to the legislature a list of potential 
expenditures and priorities, but the funds come in a lump sum and the University has latitude in how it 
spends them.  The Northrop renovation was on the list shared with the legislature. 
 
  Professor Curley inquired about the timeline for action on the graduate-education reports.  
Provost Sullivan reported that he has met several times with the task force chairs and Dean Schroeder to 
review the recommendations line by line.  Dean Schroeder is now charged to continue the conversations 
and develop timelines (some of the recommendations will take awhile to implement).  The remaining 
issue is financing graduate education, a subject that needs additional consultation, he said.  So, Professor 
Curley inferred, implementation is not scheduled for July 1.  Provost Sullivan said that Dean Schroder is 
talking to the deans, and some of the recommendations can be implanted now, but not the financing 
issues; the Provost also said that any actions taken will not interrupt the graduate-student recruiting cycle.  
He reported that an email to the University community had been written and was being sent today.  Ms. 
Paulsen said that Dean Schroeder will send out further messages indicating the timeline for response to 
each of the recommendations and that he (Dean Schroeder) is working with the deans to work out 
implementation for each for the colleges. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch recalled that every college had been asked to model 2.75% cuts; can he 
say anything about the decisions that have been made?  Provost Sullivan said the budget is being finalized 
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and will go to the Board of Regents in June.  The budget is balanced and the numbers have been reported 
to each dean.  He called all deans to tell them what their budget would be in light of the compact 
discussions and provided a six-point explanation that covered tuition revenues, stimulus funds, state 
funds, the cost pools, and so on.  Professor VandenBosch noted that the Provost had said earlier that there 
would be differential cuts.  There are, Provost Sullivan said.  There were no across-the-board cuts.  There 
were winners and losers, Professor VandenBosch inquired?  Provost Sullivan said he would not use those 
terms.  Decisions followed the compact discussions, and given the new (reallocated) budgets, deans 
would now make decisions within the colleges.  There have been many conversations, including many 
hours in the Twin Cities Deans Council on the matter of the budget.  He also began this week the annual 
evaluations of the deans.   
 
 Professor Cramer asked about the degree to which the college blue-ribbon committees had been 
helpful.  It is early yet, Provost Sullivan said.  The CLA draft report has been published; he has talked 
with each dean about the progress of the committee in his or her college and asked them to have the 
reports in final shape by early fall.  They will start work next week on the biennial budget and will need to 
hear from the deans in order to do so.  All colleges have a blue-ribbon committee; they are in various 
stages of developing reports.  He expects that their work will affect the recommendations that come from 
the deans. 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked what the Committee should be on the lookout for over the summer.  
Provost Sullivan suggested the budget planning as well as political campaigns by party candidates.  There 
is the potential for a transformative governorship; the state is at a tipping point and it necessary to pay 
attention to the campaigns and elections for their implications for higher education.  The presidential 
search and transition will take a lot of time for the University community.  The compact process starts in 
the fall and finishes in January or February.  It may need to finish earlier in order to align it with the 
biennial budget process and strategy.  There will also be things the President wants to get done in the last 
year that the Committee may wish to discuss.  (Previously, the Provost had outlined progress that will 
continue over the summer on:  e-education; the Budget Advisory Committee developments; the 
enrollment-manage committee on scope and size of the University; commercialization policy; and 
conflict-of-interest policies.) 
 
 Professor VandenBosch observed that light-rail transit is no longer on the front burner; will it 
come back?  It will, Provost Sullivan said.  The legislature has provided no funding to deal with the 
problems, and the University will need to move a number of large labs; if the Metropolitan Council does 
not provide the required funding, that will be a pressure point.  There will be continuing discussions and 
financially stressful issues.  The University and the Metropolitan Council are still in mediation; if that is 
not successful, the pending lawsuit will go to trial.  Provost Sullivan said he was recently in Seattle and 
was envious of the wonderful arrangements for light rail in the agreement between the University of 
Washington and its metropolitan government. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Provost Sullivan for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Benefits Matters 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked for nominations for a small group of faculty to meet with the President 
to discuss faculty benefits issues.  The Committee identified individuals to be asked to serve. 
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4. Academic Health Center (AHC) Reorganization 
 
 Professor Gonzales welcomed Senior Vice President Cerra to the meeting to discuss the AHC 
reorganization and related matters. 
 
 Dr. Cerra distributed copies of a handout and began by saying that the first page indicated 
strategic directions for the AHC (as opposed to long-range strategic planning).  The focus is on designing 
a process that identifies major problems the health sciences currently face, rallying people around them to 
support a series of "accomplishables," and get through the transition period (the next 16-20 months) 
without losing ground.  Addressing some of the problems cannot wait, so they must be sure they are 
addressed so people can continue to make progress once the baton is passed.  There will be high-
performance cross-functional teams for education and research that include faculty, finance people, and 
department heads; there will be operations groups, including people from his office.  The next level down 
will be department heads engaged in the process. 
 
 The handout, indicating AHC strategic directions, emerged from a faculty-driven process to 
identify the "big boulders" that need attention as well as sub-parts that can be turned into a work plan.  It 
is in effect the "stabilization plan" that has been through the consultation process in the colleges, with the 
AHC Faculty Consultative Committee and Student Consultative Committee, and the AHC Deans 
Council. 
 
 The budgets are balanced and in as good a shape as one could expect, given the circumstances.  A 
year ago, there was a $30-35-million problem in the Medical School; by June of this year, the problem 
will be $2 million or less.  Part of the solution has been new revenues, but it has mainly been solved with 
major cost reductions.  The last $2 million problem will be gone by the end of FY11.  One caveat about 
the solution:  They need to treat the root causes, which include receiving appropriate administrative 
reimbursement for graduate medical education (which is the only way to avoid a reduction in the number 
of residencies), and funding for compensation.  Without sponsored projects, in the Medical School, when 
there were central funds for compensation, the most it would pay was 25% of the total cost of non-
sponsored compensation.  Frequently the Medical School could not obtain the remaining 75% from other 
sources.  For some Medical School funds, they must have a compensation plan, which they will by 
October, and must address the strategy and priorities of the financial model to pay compensation (which 
will include the use of tuition from both medical students and basic-science undergraduates, funds from 
the practice plan, and other sources).   
 
 At the level of the AHC, to balance the budget, they have cut administrative overhead by 17%; all 
the information about those cuts is on the web along with graphs, charts and explanations of the AHC 
budget and its history of investments.  Regarding the latter, feedback they are receiving from faculty 
consultative groups is "why did only decide to do this now?"   
 
 Dr. Cerra then noted the six key items he is working on:  the biomedical discovery district, 
reshaping the relationship with Fairview, e-education, the Medical School, CTSA/CTSI, and 
interprofessional education.  And a seventh, the transition.   
 
 With respect to the biomedical discovery district, the revised cardiology/cancer facility schematic 
design will go to the Board of Regents in June. 
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 With respect to Fairview, there is much that the University and Fairview must do together.  They 
are working on new financial models and on how to move into "accountable care systems" and "health 
homes" (major elements of the state and federal health-care legislation).   
 
 With respect to e-education, Dr. Cerra said, this is a big one, and the AHC is ahead of much of 
the rest of the University because it has been driven that direction by accreditation (e-education is being 
mandated by the  accrediting bodies for AHC colleges).  The Liaison Committee on Medical Education 
(the accrediting authority for medical education programs) has indicated that in 2012 it will look at 
student competencies and why they were or were not delivered.  They have to track students and their 
achievement of competencies through their education and be able to track back to the educational 
materials if a competency is not mastered by a student.  There are a lot of e-education questions (e.g., 
tuition, health insurance, cost-base, quality control, etc.), and the e-education initiative from the Provost's 
office will address a lot of questions. 
 
 The AHC is taking another look at its Health Informatics program and its scope, focus, academic 
and graduate programs, and its research portfolio.  One particular area, biomedical informatics in its 
clinical applications, will need a national recruitment.  The research portfolio of the Institute for Health 
Informatics is growing and becoming quite productive.   
 

Interprofessional education (courses and degrees, teaching carries to the clinic) is the national 
mantra, and accountable care systems and health homes require new participants (including from the 
social sciences and public health).   
 
 With respect to the transition, there is a lot going on.  He has had several discussions with the 
AHC FCC, deans, and department heads, but does not know a great deal about what the President and 
Board of Regents plan to do.  The Board has begun the presidential search but the search for his successor 
has not yet begun. 
 
 Professor Luepker inquired about the biomedical discovery district.  He reported that he serves on 
one of the planning committees and noted that here have been major changes the plans, with fewer 
buildings, the combination of cardiology and cancer research, and possibly remodeling of some existing 
labs.  Professor Luepker also inquired about the 40 new PIs who were to occupy this facility.  Would Dr. 
Cerra talk about those plans?  Dr. Cerra said that one building has been cut from the planning.  The 
Center for Magnetic Resonance Research will be open within the year and provide the world's best 
facility for imaging research for both animals and humans.  They decided to design cardiac and cancer 
research in a single facility because the two fields share a lot of services, there are economies of scale, 
and there are opportunities to increase productivity (the basic science for cardiac and cancer research are 
very similar and providing researchers the opportunity to rub shoulders should lead to synergisms in 
research).  The basic research will be on the lower floors; higher up, the space will be assigned more 
specifically, so there will in effect be two towers.  The space will be identified generically for cardiac-
disease research but it will not be occupied by a specific department, and will include space for 
researchers from the Medical School as well as the Institute of Technology, etc. and "hotel space" for 
someone who needs it only temporarily.   
 
 In terms of financing the district, Dr. Cerra said, they have constructed a model that has held up 
under severe scrutiny.  The financing assumes two grants each per PI, with 40 new faculty and 40 who are 
already at the University, plus support staff.  All of the individuals to be involved in the facilities can be 
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tied to the financial model and they know what the bonding University and state bonding obligations will 
be.  The bottom line is that the new facility will need about $7 million per year in support for the first five 
years.  The proposal has been taken to the Regents.  They will be able to meet the hiring commitments 
and will need new dollars. 
 
 The last facility will not be built, for various reasons, so there is $38.5 million unallocated.  They 
do not believe they had a reliable model if they need to recruit 80 new faculty over five years; maybe they 
could, but Dr. Cerra said he did not like the confidence intervals.  As important, he did not want faculty 
members who are NOT moving into new facilities to end up with inferior lab space, so the remaining 
money will be used to renovate existing space.  They will engage the faculty this fall in a discussion of 
how best to use the space for departments or support services, and there may be some space 
decommissioned.  One likely result is that biomedical engineering will have more space in Hasselmo 
Hall. 
 
 Professor Luepker alluded to currently funded slots and asked where the funding for them was 
coming.   Recruiting for the 40 new faculty members has actually already begun, Dr Cerra said.  The 
funding sources are from current deans' commitments in the Medical School and other AHC Schools. 
 
 Professor Luepker commented that he had been with the architects for the cardiac/cancer research 
facility and said he was struck by the view that one can talk about basic scientists sharing facilities and 
equipment, but they don't think that way.  It is "my" equipment and "my" lab and "my" students, and they 
will all say they need to be close to them.  Dr. Cerra responded that the basic-science optical imaging plan 
for the facility came from the faculty, although they were told they needed to share equipment if they 
were to get the best possible equipment.   
 
 Professor Hanna asked about the contribution of state funds to compensation:  It was 25% in the 
past; what is it now?  Zero, Dr. Cerra said.  So what are the state funds that go to the AHC used for, 
Professor Hanna asked?  How do they make commitments to tenured faculty when the budget is not 
there?  Will it be necessary to bail out the Medical School again?  This has to do with hiring approach in 
the health sciences, Dr. Cerra said.  Outside the basic sciences, there are rarely sufficient state funds 
available and there is the expectation that one will earn half of one's salary within five years of being 
hired from grants, tuition, etc.  The Medical School uses an XYZ formula for compensation, with X equal 
to state funds.  That amount is very low.  Funding for compensation from the University is based on the 
amount of state money in the school compared to the total amount of state funding the University has.  
That has been 25% for the Medical School, with the remainder coming from tuition and practice plans, 
and they also have 200 endowed chairs.  Before anyone is hired, they do a five-year pro forma to be sure 
the position will be paid for, and they have a back-up plan in case the individual does not obtain two 
grants.  The calculation of state dollars that go to the Medical School does require some explanation.  
There is direct state funding ($70-80 million).   Then, there are AHC services shared by all the AHC 
Schools, such as simulation centers, equipment training for students, the health-careers center, etc.  
Medical students are major users of those services, so the total gets added to the state funds attributed to 
the Medical School.  Only about 8-9% of the Medical School budget comes from the state—and the 
amount is dropping.  It is important funding but it does not account for the vast majority of Medical 
School revenue.  Most of the revenue comes from the practice plan, which pays for about one-half the 
cost of medical education (or about $50,000 of the annual $100,000 instructional costs) as well as the 
hidden costs of research.  That is the paradigm in the Medical School; there is flexibility in revenue and it 
is the dean's job to be sure that the faculty members receive a salary.  The least reliable source of funding 
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is the state, Dr. Cerra concluded, a fact that is being seen more and more across the institution, hence the 
phrase "the new normal."   
 
 Professor Isetts reported that there had been a faculty assembly meeting in the AHC; in the 
interest of transparency, the deans put up two pie charts, one showing where the money comes from and 
one showing where it goes.  Faculty eyes were opened, and they can now be asked where they would 
move money if there have to be cuts.   
 
 When the University recruited former Dean Powell, Professor Luepker recalled, part of the 
money available was the tobacco endowment, at about $30 million annually.  Now the amount is $9 
million from the cigarette tax, which was substituted for the endowment; has smoking declined that much 
in the state?  The half billion dollar state endowment to from the tobacco settlement to support the 
Medical School was used by the governor to help balance one of the state budget deficits.  When that was 
done, the legislature allocated the existing payout from the endowment, about $21.5 million, to the 
Medical School from the revenue derived from a tax on cigarettes.  This amount was a flat amount 
without yearly increments and has been progressively eroded due to state rescissions. 
 
 It has been a tough year, Dr. Cerra concluded.  This Committee played its leadership role well, he 
said.  His biggest concern is morale, and while he is not sure what to do about it, it needs to be addressed.  
Morale is low in the health sciences, but he did not believe it any lower there than elsewhere in the 
University.  That could become a management issue for both the administration and the faculty 
leadership, and he wondered if there are not approaches that could be used to deal with it.  He said he 
understood that some of the problem is related to transparency and engaging people in their future. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Dr. Cerra for his remarks. 
 
5. Issues Report to the Board of Regents 
 
 Professor Gonzales reminded Committee members that she is to provide a report to the Board of 
Regents in June and had asked them to suggest issues that the faculty see as most important.   
 
 Professor Curley said it is important to make sure that faculty views are incorporated in decision-
making; it is necessary to deal with the fact that the University must change structurally because of 
budget problems and the horizon is very close.  One would have thought there would have been plans by 
now, and he expressed concern that there will be a much greater rush mode next year than there was this. 
 
 Professor Isetts suggested metrics on shared governance.  It is has been important to relationships 
with the administration, so there should be measures such as the number of meetings, discussions, and so 
on.  The process has been a good one; how can it be enhanced?  It has been important to morale. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch said strategic visioning is important.  The University is in a time of 
contraction now, but things will get better, and it is necessary to think about where to make strategic 
investments, including interdisciplinary areas that may involve multiple colleges.  It is also necessary to 
keep pressing on the budget model, because it does not currently foster cross-college efforts in 
interdisciplinary education. 
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 Professor Carpenter said it is important to be concrete and she agreed about the need to focus on 
the budget model.  The Committee and administration talks about strategic positioning and visioning and 
other atmospheric stuff, grand things that help faculty do a better job.  But those never happen.  She said 
she would prefer to look at things that intimidate faculty in their work (a question related to risk 
aversion), including EFS and the budget model.  One cannot clear away the bureaucracy or obfuscation, 
but it is possible to take little steps to improve the ability of faculty to do their jobs. 
 
 Professor Kahn said that publication of the draft CLA blue-ribbon committee report has fostered 
an important dialogue on campus about faculty participation and the need to see that participation occur in 
all the colleges—and then at the all-University level.  He said he would like to see the compact reports on 
the web and all in one place. 
 
 Professor Chomsky commented that there probably are choices being made (apropos of Provost 
Sullivan's report that differential budget decisions have been made); the Committee needs to ask what the 
choices were and talk through them, because these decisions were not consulted and are not visible.  In 
terms of systemic problems that are so difficult to figure out but that one despairs at pushing aside (e.g., 
EFS, the budget model), the change has required an enormous amount of time and effort, partly wasted.  
When the Committee talked about the budget model at its retreat, it was said that all budget models have 
problems that require adjustments; perhaps it would be better to make adjustments than to adopt an 
entirely new system.  She added that the President's recent budget message was a good one.  (Professor 
Cramer and other Committee members concurred, but he said it would have been better had it been more 
clear how the $30 million was cut from the central administration.)  Professor Cramer also said, in 
response to Professor Chomsky's comment about decisions being made, that the Committee could simply 
ask for data on what college budgets were this year and what they are next year, as this would permit 
assessment of differential increases/decreases. 
 
 Professor Luepker observed that money and how it is allocated is important.  Employees took a 
1.15% salary reduction, but that was reactive.  The promise was that it was a temporary move and that 
there would be priorities.  The Committee is still waiting to see those priorities.  The faculty do want a 
vision—what are the priorities?—clearly stated, so that when the budget crisis comes, first principles will 
drive the response.  Across-the-board cuts do not involve decisions.  The Advancing Excellence 
committee on which he and Professor Martin sit will talk about the college blue-ribbon committee reports, 
but they won't see them until 2011.  What are the principles and what measures will guide decisions if the 
University must shut something down?  Professor Curley agreed and said the Committee needs to ask the 
administration what it is doing and the principles it is using.  That comes back to shared governance and 
the need for faculty participation in and support for the decisions.  The decisions need to be shared 
through faculty governance before the fact, not after.  He said he worried the discussions would come too 
late. 
 
 Professor McCulloch wondered if the work of the blue-ribbon committees will even be related to 
the decision process. 
 
6. Summer Effort Policy & Commercialization of Intellectual Property Rights Policy 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Vice President Mulcahy and Associate Vice President Webb 
to the meeting to discuss the summer-effort policy.   
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 Vice President Mulcahy inquired what the Committee wished to do in terms of the policy.  He 
said it was not clear if the Faculty Senate opposed the summer-effort policy taking effect now or if it was 
acceptable to let it go into effect with the understanding that there would be a more comprehensive 
discussion in the fall.  His impression was that it would be acceptable to go with the policy now and 
revisit it with the Senate in the fall, but he said he wanted to be sure he was not mistaken. 
 
 Professor Cramer said that his colleagues in the Institute of Technology—a large number of 
whom are affected by the policy—did not have a lot of objections to the policy being implemented after it 
had been amended.  Certainly it is a sensible suggestion as a band aid for the year.  Everyone knows it is a 
looking-glass situation and that things really do not work that way; the University should try to bring the 
system into alignment with reality following this summer when time constraints will not require so rapid 
an adjustment. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch told Vice President Mulcahy that his comments at the Faculty Senate 
meeting, and the proposed changes in the draft, helped make things a lot clearer.  Dr. Mulcahy said that 
the comments at the Senate meeting were very helpful.  The University has to find a way to comply with 
federal law without hitting the faculty over the head with a mallet.  The Senate discussion covered a lot of 
issues related to effort; he would like to work with the Senate to develop a workable policy.  But he also 
wants to keep the University out of possible hot water in the interim. 
 
 Dr. Mulcahy recalled that he attempted to change the University's requirement for effort 
certification to one time per year (rather than the four it required), which is all the federal government 
requires, but the consultative process discussion said that was too radical a change.  The administrative 
staff said that requiring effort certification four times per year allowed reconciliation with payroll 
records—which is not the reason the University does effort certification.  He said he pushed for one time 
per year; the net result was a change from four times to three times per year.  He said he would be happy 
to revisit all of these issues and he agreed that this is not just a matter of summer appointments.  He said 
he does not want anyone on grants for more than 95% of his or her time, even if they have an 11-month 
appointment.  He would like a longer discussion of these issues in the fall but said he hoped the 
Committee would see adoption of the proposed draft as acceptable; he said he wanted something the 
governance system could accept. 
 
 Professor Cramer said the policy as an interim was acceptable, given that it effectively represents 
no change from prior practice other than ensuring that faculty positively certify that they are aware of the 
requirements that must be met in order to claim support from sponsored funds. In the long run, however, 
it would be better to permit adjustment of University appointments to provide some compensation in the 
summer with the reduction during the academic year then being made up by sponsored funds at the 
faculty member's discretion. This would satisfy federal authorities and more accurately reflect the true 
effort distribution.  His reaction is that 9-month appointments are a holdover from 100 years ago and that 
it flies in the face of common sense to say that no teaching takes place in the summer if a faculty member 
is supervising the scholarly activities of a research group that includes either or both undergraduate and 
graduate students. The justification for spreading University effort over the full calendar year is thus 
sensible and obviates the need for effort certification contortions. 
 
 Professor VandenBosch commented that it is sometimes challenging to determine what level of 
unpaid effort (that is, effort supported by one's academic salary) during the academic year to commit to a 
grant.  In her experience, faculty are sometimes confused about what the implications are for declaring a 
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certain level of effort, and that the effort declared may not relate directly to the effort expended.  She 
suggested that a longer-term effort to develop policy governing paid effort on grants and effort 
certification should also consider research effort paid on institutional salaries. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy suggested that he tee up the policy with the Senate Research Committee 
in the fall.  Everyone must recognize that there are conditions the University must satisfy, but there are 
different ways to meet them.  It will help if the faculty identify the issues so they can devise a list to 
inform the policy and address the largest possible array of problems.   
 
 Professor Isetts commented, apropos of the view of the administrative staff, that while more-
frequent effort certification may make their jobs easier, every time there is a new administrative layer 
added, with new administrative functions, it means he has more things to do.  The University needs to get 
faculty out from this administrative burden because it prevents him from doing what he is paid to do; he 
said he estimates he spends 40% of his time on administrative tasks.  That number is consistent with 
national studies of effort reporting, Dr. Mulcahy responded:  Faculty report that on average they spend 
42% of their time on research administration.  He and others have taken that number as a battle cry and 
are telling the federal government it should be far less concerned with time and effort and more with the 
effect of its actions on productivity. 
 
 There is a national dialogue going on about how to change regulations or how to allow 
institutions to take more risk and not get hammered by the inspectors general for doing so, Ms. Webb 
reported.   
 
 Dr. Mulcahy said he is aware that the Committee on Finance and Planning has talked about risk 
aversion and adopted a statement on the subject.  There is a group looking at institutional tolerance for 
risk that reached the same conclusion as the Finance and Planning Committee:  They believe the 
University is way too risk averse and that stance is counterproductive—and affecting productivity.  His 
mantra is that the University should look at all regulations as a matter of risk management, not risk 
avoidance (and the problem exists in some of the units that report to him as well as elsewhere in the 
University).  There needs to be a higher-level discussion on the subject; he cannot change the University's 
culture on his own.  There have been improvements (e.g., in the IRB process), and he has also suggested 
to the Board of Regents that it should be cautious about the expectations it creates in Board policy and 
what must be done to achieve the expectations.  For example, whenever a Board policy declares that the 
University will have the best program in the country, whatever the program is begins to compete for 
resources and the decisions accordingly made can affect productivity.  He concluded by repeating his 
position that he wished to work with the Committee rather than force issues that have not been adequately 
vetted. 
 
 Professor Cramer noted that a minor element of the discussion about effort reporting needed to be 
vacation.  It is ludicrous that B-term faculty receive no vacation in the usual sense of the word, i.e., time 
off while still being paid.  Ms. Webb responded that A-term (11-month) faculty members have a month 
vacation and the B-term (9-month) faculty members have three months off in the summer.  [Of course, 
the three months for B term faculty are unpaid unless they find outside support, in which case they cannot 
take vacation, which is the point of this discussion.] 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy ended by pointing out that there are elements of the discussion that are 
not solely within the University's domain.  But if something affects the University's domain (effort), 
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vacation should be part of the dialogue.  Professor Cramer said he would like to see, in two years, other 
universities saying "let's do what Minnesota did."   
 
 Dr. Mulcahy turned to the proposed changes in the Regents policy on Commercialization of 
Intellectual Property Rights.  He said that it had come to his attention that the Committee would like more 
time to discuss the policy, so out of respect for the Committee, he removed it from the Board of Regents 
docket.  He said he did not wish it to go to the Board without adequate discussion. 
 
 It was agreed that the proposed policy change would come back to the Committee over the 
summer or early in the fall. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Dr. Mulcahy and Ms. Webb for coming to the Committee to discuss 
the draft summer-effort policy and how it should be implemented and for his willingness to delay Board 
action on the commercialization policy. 
 
7. Committee Business 
 
 The Committee agreed that it wished to have in the fall a post-mortem discussion about light-rail 
transit. 
 
 Professor Gonzales adjourned the meeting at 3:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


